INTRODUCTION
It is quite typical for comparative legal research in our region to focus on one selected Central European legal system (usually the researcher's own jurisdiction) compared with a number of Western ones (e.g. "Legal institution X in Polish, German and French Law", or "Legal institution Y in Czech, German and Austrian law", and so forth). One may legitimately ask -why not "Legal institution Z in Polish, Romanian and Bulgarian law", not to mention comparisons with Russian, Uzbek or Armenian law?
1 The same sadly also applies to legal theory, where many Central European scholars limit themselves to importing intellectual transfers from the West and implanting them in our intellectual universe. There is nothing inherently wrong in this, but the result is that we all know Dworkin and Hart ad nauseam, DOI: 10.1515 DOI: 10. /wrlae-2018 * The Authors would like to thank Dr. Cosmin Cercel (Nottingham) and Mgr. Jakub Łakomy (Wrocław) for reading and commenting on an earlier version of this paper. All views expressed here are exclusively those of the Authors and do not present the opinion of any institution, body or organisation. 12 with the effect that the taking in of legal transfers from the West is completely naturalised 13 (treated as obvious and normal), and not seen as a form of juridico-spatial hegemony, but as something that simply goes without saying. By promoting the concept of Central Europe in legal discourse (especially that of comparative law) we claim that it is possible to shift the discoursal structures and give a voice to our region, and at the same time destabilise the juridico-spatial hegemony to which we have been subject.
From a methodological standpoint, the paper pertains to a metatheoretical discourse of legal science.
14 It aims to provide arguments as to how the discourse could and should be restructured, and therefore has an a priori character towards specific legal discourses, such as those of comparative legal science, legal philosophy or individual dogmatic legal sciences. To put it in other words, our paper has a meta-socio-legal and metacomparative character; namely it provides arguments in favour of treating the notion of 'Central Europe', as understood in this paper, as a relevant taxonomical unit for socio-legal and comparative legal research. In this sense, our paper is normative, rather than merely descriptive or explanatory. The arguments we put forward here are of a multidisciplinary character, but pertain mainly to the domains of (legal) history and sociology (of law), as well as (the theory of) comparative law.
The paper is structured as follows. In section II entitled 'Where we come from', we first point out to the symptomatic character of the notion of 'Central Europe' (subsection II.1), before moving to a brief historical overview (subsection II.2), with particular emphasis on the three legal cultures we are most familiar with: the Czech, Polish (and partly also Slovak) ones. This historical overview provides the necessary background for section III, where we focus on the principal topic of this paper, namely whether we can speak today of a Central European legal family. We proceed by first introducing the theoretical criteria of legal taxonomy (subsection III.1 on legal families, followed by subsection III.2 on legal style), before applying them to Central Europe (subsection III.3). Having made a claim in favour of the Central European legal family, we feel obliged to touch upon the legal legal historians -Paul Koschaker and Franz Wieacker -who in their widely known works (respectively, Europa und das römische Recht and Privatrechtsgeschichte der Neuzeit) 'completely omitted the development of private/ civil law in Central and Eastern Europe as though such regions did not exist in Europe', as pointed out by prominent Hungarian legal historian, Gábor Hamza, 'Continuity and Discontinuity of Private/Civil Law in Eastern Europe After World War II ' (2006) language(s) of our region (section IV), noting the problematic character of the commonplace use of English -a language not well adapted to express the ideas and notions of our legal family, as we posit. Finally, in section V we conclude with a moderately optimistic view upon the chances of our region to break out of legal peripherality.
I.
WHERE WE COME FROM
Central Europe as a Symptomatic Concept
'Central Europe' is, in fact, a paradoxical term which, at the same time, conceals and reveals our regional pride and geopolitical aspirations coupled with our difficulty in coming to terms with the de facto peripheral status of our region in today's Europe. 15 To put it in Lacanian terms, 'Central Europe' is a purely symptomatic concept: by ascertaining the alleged 'centrality' of our region in Europe, we repress at the same time our peripherality towards the actual centre -Western Europe.
16 Does this mean, however, that we should not use the concept, or that we should yield, perhaps to the German approach whereby Mitteleuropa equals Germany, whilst our region can, at best, aspire to be Ostmitteleuropa? To the contrary, we believe that we should heed to Žižek's call to 'enjoy our symptom', 17 and will therefore consciously argue that despite its political and economic peripherality, Central Europe is 'Central'. 18 To this end, we contend that objective geographical criteria should prevail and, taking into consideration that the geographical centre of Europe is located in the village of Suchowola in the Polish region of Podlasie, 19 we claim that our region is quite rightly dubbed as 'Central' (rather than 15 The first attempts by legal scholars to speak openly about our peripherality were made very recently (and independently from each other) by the Slovenian academic Damjan Kukovec and the Polish academic Hanna Dębska (who, in a kind of semi-optimism, prefers to speak of semiperipherality). See: Kukovec (n 3) and Hanna Dębska, 'Strategia wielopozycyjności w półperyferyjnym polu prawnym. Homo academicus na rynku' in Tomasz Zarycki (ed), Polska jako peryferie (Scholar 2016) . See also Mańko, Cercel and Sulikowski (n 3) 1-15. 16 It could also be understood as a 'sinthome', i.e. no longer an enigma to be deciphered, but the way in which one enjoys its relation to the unconscious, in the sense used by Lacan in his Seminar XI. Encore. We would like to thank Cosmin Sebastian Cercel for drawing our attention to this potential reading of Central Europe's symptomal/sinthomal character. Cf Slavoj Žižek, The Sublime Object of Ideology [1989] (Verso 2008) 80: 'The symptom is not only a cyphered message, it is at the same time a way for the subject to organize his enjoyment -that is why, even after the completed interpretation, the subject is not prepared to renounce his symptom; that is why he "loves his symptom more than himself'. 17 22 Of course, under such a definition 'Central Europe' is somewhat extended, stretching from Estonia in the north to Croatia in the South, and from Romania in the east to the Czech Republic in the West, but we must keep in mind that juridical taxonomy need not coincide with pure geography; juridico-historical and juridico-comparative factors have precedence over a simplistic cartographical exercise.
What we wish to emphasise in this paper, is that the region -now also known as the 'intermarium' or 'trimarium' 23 (respectively 'between-theseas', or 'of-the-three-seas', i.e., Baltic, Adriatic and Black) -does have more in common that just geographical proximity. A question which requires further study, both in a historical and contemporary dimension, is the status, in terms of legal families, of so-called 'Western Balkans', i.e. those countries of former Yugoslavia which are not part of the EU (Serbia, Montenegro, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia) as well as former USSR republics which are not currently taking part in the Eurasian forms of legal integration (the Eurasian Economic Union, which -as from 2014 -succeeded the Eurasian Economic Community).
24 Whilst these liminal areas require further research, our further narrative will focus on the core of Central Europe which seems to include especially countries which are, entirely or partly, the nonGerman successors of the former Austro-Hungarian Empire.
Central Europe in legal history
The notion of 'Central Europe' as a legal point of reference cannot be constructed in abstraction from legal history (even if legal history is not the 20 In alphabetical order: Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovenia, Slovakia. 21 cf Gianmaria Ajani, Il modello post-socialista (3rd ed. Giapichelli 2008) , who identifies numerous features common to Central Europe, and opposes them to features of Eastern European/Eurasian legal systems (ibid 73, 104, 118, 128-130 Whilst the subjection of Hungary to Habsburg rule did not lead to the erasing of Hungarian customary law (in force until 1959!), the dismembering of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth -the Rzeczpospolita -had serious consequences for legal life, namely the disappearance both of customary Polish law and, some decades later, also of the codified Lithuanian law (the Statuty litewskie).
27
During the 19 th century, Central Europe was the outback of four empires -the Austrian/Austro-Hungarian, 28 the German (earlier: Kingdom of Prussia), the Russian and the Ottoman. What was in common, was that the territories of Central Europe were the periphery of various empires. The 20 th century brought about the proliferation of new nation-states in Central Europe. However, after 1945 the entire region found itself in the Soviet Bloc, or -in the cases of Yugoslavia and Albania -in socialist countries contesting the Soviet leadership of the communist world. However, the period between World War I and II also created a great deal of similarities between Central European countries which, after a brief period of (limping) parliamentary democracy found themselves, as a rule, sliding down into authoritarianism (as exemplified inter alia by Poland, Lithuania, Romania, Hungary and Yugoslavia). A common theme is the short-lived liberal-democracy which quickly gave way to a different form of government.
World War II brought about important reconfigurations on the maps of Central Europe, but it was the allied victory over Nazi Germany in 1945 which configured the region's place for the next 45 years. As such, Central Wroclaw Review of Law, Administration & Economics [Vol 6:2 Europe became rather part of Eastern Europe, and it was only in 1989 and the fall of the Berlin Wall that the region started to assert its identity both vis-à-vis the East and West. All in all, it seems that it was the 19 th century which was crucial for Central Europe as being its formative period. This is because precisely at this moment the legal histories of Central European lands began to experience a common development, which brought them together for 200 years and still keeps them together. The commonality of this path has the following elements: 1) reception of foreign (Western) laws in the 19 th century 29 (against the background of a tendency towards non-reception of Roman law before, as indicated above); 2) independence and efforts at building a national legal culture; 3) Actually Existing Socialism; 4) post-socialist transformation; 5) EU integration. Stages (1) and (2) occurred sometimes in the reverse order (in the Balkans, where Central European countries first won their independence from the Ottoman Empire, and only then proceeded to a reception of Western law). Also not all countries in the region are experiencing stage (5).
What is important in juridico-historical and political terms is that today's Central Europe is comprised of countries whose modern independent statehood dates back either to the early 20 th century (Poland, Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, Czechia, Slovakia, Hungary and Albania) or to the later 19 th century (Romania, Bulgaria, Serbia and Montenegro). Some countries are true newcomers to sovereign statehood, such as Slovenia and Macedonia. What is more, the current political map of Central Europe was drawn only in the 1990s, with the regaining of independence by the Baltic countries, as well as the break-up of Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia into smaller state entities (fashioned as nation-states). The fact of being a politico-juridical space of relatively new countries, which emerged not from integration (like Italy or the 2 nd German Empire in the 1860s-1870s), but from breaking away and splitting, 30 is also an integrating factor. Unlike Western legal communities, which have become used to (and perhaps even bored with) their independence, which they have enjoyed for centuries (even if with short intervals), Central European national legal communities were founded relatively recently. Furthermore, whilst borders in the West of Europe have been relatively stable (with exceptions), the borders within Central Europe have been prominently unstable, with consequences for legal systems and legal communities.
Of course, despite similarities and analogies, each Central European country's legal history displays its own particularities. The two states of the former Czechoslovakia are one interesting case study, illustrating the paths of Central European politico-juridical development. Historically, Czechia and Slovakia were politically separate (belonging to the Austrian and Hungarian states, respectively) but due to the political situation, often united in one 29 Tomasz Giaro (ed) 31 The Czech and Slovak languages are very similar but not identical. And still, in the first part of the 20th century the Czech and Slovak nations were presented as one 'Czechoslovak' nation.
32 Naturally, this kind of schizophrenic understanding of nation also influenced a legal system and in the end it resulted in the separation of Czechoslovakia.
When, after the defeat of the Hussite revolution in Czechia, 33 Catholic Habsburgs took power, the country became subject to the Austrian Empire, subject to linguistic, religious and juridical hegemony. When the Empire was divided into two parts, Czech lands stayed in the Austrian half and Slovak lands became a part of Hungarian half of the Empire. 34 It is no surprise that the Czech attitude towards religion, sub-national political entities and even political power in the country has become at least suspicious and is still visible today also in the Czech legal culture.
A key factor bringing together the otherwise heterogeneous mass of Central European legal systems and cultures is the experience of Actually Existing Socialism, also (somewhat misleadingly) known as Communism.
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The impact of this period is visible in legal culture and legal mentality, not to mention also legal survivals in the legal system. For instance, if we speak of contemporary Czech legal culture, we need to emphasise that its formative elements include the heritage of the manipulated political processes of the fifties of the 20 th century, 36 legal codes from the sixties based on the socialist worldview 37 and socialist normativism which reigned in Czech jurisprudence for four decades. 38 Various aspects of transformation (including the legal ones) have been questioned since the Velvet revolution itself 39 and they are still present in the Czech RepublicCzechia; probably the most important of them are questions of the nature of rule of law, democracy and market economy. 40 45 and discussion on the normative power of judicial decisions 46 which was unthinkable under the socialist normative doctrine.
The Polish experience with the period of Actually Existing Socialism and post-socialism is, in terms of legal culture, a period of struggle between legal traditions -the two Western ones (Romanic, Germanic) and the Sovietsocialist legal tradition. This can be illustrated by drawing on the culture of private law. Directly after the War, the communists used the output of the Codification Commission of Civil Law and finished the task of unification (by 1946) . 47 Paradoxically, the codification was rather liberal (or 'bourgeois') in character and soon thereafter a process of Sovietisation of Polish law embarked upon. 1950 was an important date in this respect, as it saw the enactment of a Soviet-modelled act on the 'general provisions of civil law' (notably introducing the Soviet general clause of 'principles of social life' 48 ), and a far-reaching illiberal reform of the Code of Civil Procedure (notably introducing the unlimited power of the public prosecutor to intervene in private civil proceedings). 49 The drafting of a Civil Code was embarked upon, but remained unfinished until 1964. 50 The post-1989 period, in turn, can be seen as an attempt at eliminating the traces of the Socialist Legal Tradition and deliberately 'westernising' Polish private law. The same also applied to public law, where -both in constitutional and administrative law -the main source of legal transplants has been the Germanic Legal Family, to mention the Rechstaat and the constitutional court as but two examples. All in all, the post-1989 period can be characterised as a new wave of legal transfers from Western Europe.
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This brings us to the fifth element in the historical development of the region, namely the recent common experience of transformation (from socialism to capitalism) and adaptation to EU law. 52 We contend that all these factors strongly militate in favour of Central Europe -understood as comprising the former socialist countries now in the EU -to share a common legal space, both in terms of legal culture informed by legal tradition 53 and by their present condition of being a periphery within the EU.
54
The common themes of transformation, post-communism (e.g. lustration), Europeanisation/Westernisation build up a common research agenda and create the need for similar methodological approaches. Therefore, the contours of a common Central European legal culture extend not only to the social practices of law-making and adjudication, but also to academic legal culture. In order to give a flavour of the specificity of Central European legal cultures, it seems opportune to resort to two examples, each in its own right: Poland and the two successor states of former Czechoslovakia.
II.
A According to David a legal family comprises jurisdictions whose lawyers share a common methodology to the extent of being able to 'handle' one another's law, adding an additional criterion that the respective legal systems must be based on common philosophical, political and economic principles. 55 The latter criterion seems somewhat artificial and redundant because if the political and economic system is completely different, than lawyers will not be able to handle the respective legal materials with ease.
The German comparatists Zweigert and Kötz, in turn, posited that the criterion for grouping legal systems into legal families should be 'legal style'. They defined the latter notion by pointing to four constitutive elements: (i) historical background and development of a legal system, (ii) predominant and characteristic mode of legal thought, (iii) acknowledged sources of law and (iv) ideology understood as a religious or political conception of society. 56 The fourth criterion (specifically understood 'ideology') resembles David's notion of the basic philosophical, political and economic principles of a society. Indeed, the recent ideological splits between the East and West in Europe show that this criterion -perhaps seemingly redundant in the now past epoch of 'end of history', starts to play, once again, an important differentiating role. As to the criteria of legal thought (ii) and sources of law (iii), we see a common element with David's theory, since these two elements impact whether lawyers from country A will be able to deal with legal materials from country B. We welcome the addition of historical background and development (i) which -as we have pointed out above -we consider of paramount importance for the shape of legal culture. Furthermore, we note that both approaches have in common the rejection of the content of legal norms as such to be indicators of a legal family, owing to their relatively easy mutability, as opposed to deeper layers of legal culture, informed by legal traditions.
57
Whilst some authors use the notions of legal family and legal tradition interchangeably, 58 or alternatively, 59 it seems that each concept should be distinguished and employed simultaneously in order to account for the historical origins of legal cultures belonging to one group (family).
60
According to this conceptual convention, a 'legal family' is understood as referring to a contemporary and existing socio-legal reality, whilst a 'legal tradition' refers to one of many historical layers within a given legal culture.
61
The notion of 'legal style', which we take from Zweigert and Kötz, is a useful tool to discern between various legal families and legal traditions. 55 
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An obvious added value of distinguishing between the concept of a 'legal family' and of a 'legal tradition' is that it allows accounting for the plurality of legal traditions which have jointly moulded the legal cultures belonging to one legal family. 62 Thus, for instance, whilst contemporary Italian legal culture is considered to belong to the Romanic Legal Family, it was also influenced by the Germanic Legal Tradition. 63 Within Central Europe, we can speak of such divergent influences depending on the area of law, for instance one can note the penetration of German (rather than French or American) constitutional concepts after 1989, even in those countries where remaining part of the legal system was moulded under French or Austrian influence.
Legal Style as Fundamental Notion
In order to answer the fundamental question, namely whether there is a 'Central European Legal Family', resort must be made to the chief criterion, namely legal style. Despite our critique of the fourth element of style (ideology), if it is treated as a stand-alone element, we do concede that the manifestations of ideology in law should be taken into account. Importantly, we do not intend to prejudge the answer to the question whether a Central European Legal Family exists, at this point. However, we posit that the fourpronged definition of 'legal style' put forward by Zweigert and Kötz, could provide for the axis of a long-term research endeavour, aimed at verifying or disproving the hypothesis of Central Europe's legal-cultural distinctiveness.
Furthermore, we believe that the question of a Central European Legal Family needs to be approached dynamically, in the sense that legal families are not eternal, but emerge, merge, split and disappear over time. Therefore, even if the thesis were proven that the Central European Legal Family exists today, in 2016, it may well be that as processes of legal integration progress, it will submerge, say, by 2026. Likewise, the fact that the Central European Legal Family exists currently, does not preclude the fact that it did not exist, say, in the 18 th century, but emerged, for instance, only in the 20 th century, and so forth. The same applies to the possible mergers and divisions of legal families. We all know that until 1989 it was commonly accepted that a Socialist Legal Family exists. However, when the Soviet Union was dismembered and the former Soviet bloc in Central Europe opted for a reWesternisation of their legal systems, the notion of a Socialist Legal Family was abandoned. It would be impossible to claim today that such a family still exists, even if it is plausible to claim that a Socialist Legal Tradition still continues to impact our legal life in Central and Eastern Europe, so to say, from beyond the grave.
64 Therefore, our findings concerning Central Europe today could be modified in the future. A dialectical approach -grasping phenomena in their dynamic -is therefore appropriate here. Specifically, the question of a Central European vs. Central and Eastern European legal family is one which is evolving and may change in line with the overall dynamic of legal development trajectories in the region. Following these caveats, let us now briefly examine the possible arguments in favour of a Central European legal family today.
Applying the Theoretical Considerations to Central Europe
As regards the first element of legal style -the historical origins of a group of legal systems -we must point out that recent legal history is certainly a common factor. But also the 19 th century of Central European legal history brings to the fore a number of common traits, the most important ones being legal peripherality (either as parts of foreign empires, or as weak, newly independent nations) and, as a consequence, a massive exposure to legal transfers (from the West). 65 Despite the fact that the sources of those transfers could be different (German, French or Austrian law), nevertheless the formal element of being the object of legal transfers, and the ensuing consequences of local legal cultures, is a strong common factor. What is more, the wholesale reception of continental Western laws in the 19th century led, as a rule, to the erasure of traces of earlier local legal cultures and traditions.
66 Furthermore, there was no earlier tradition of Roman law reception, unlike in the West.
67
The second hypothetical factor of legal style which brings our countries together is the predominant mode of legal thought. There is an ongoing debate as to whether so-called 'hyperpositivism' ('ultra-formalism') can be indicated as such a factor.
68 Not wishing to enter into this debate at this stage, we would nevertheless like to indicate that we consider this argument to be of potential significance, subject to further investigation.
The third factor -element -of legal style is acknowledged sources of law. It is well known that our region, in line with its strong positivistic preponderances, is rather sceptical about the possibility of treating precedent as a source of law. Whilst, for instance, Dutch jurists will speak openly of the law-making functions of the Hoge Raad, Polish or Czech jurists would not speak about the law-making role of the Sąd Najwyższy or Nejvyšší soud, respectively. We would rather speak of those courts interpreting the law, rather than creating it. Actually, the debate about the role of judicial case-law as a source of law was the object of 'wars of courts' between the supreme and constitutional courts in our countries, with the more Westernized constitutional courts trying to force the notion of precedent (of course, made by themselves) down the throats of more traditionally oriented supreme and ordinary courts.
69
The fourth and final aspect of style identified by Zweigert and Kötz was that of ideology. It is pretty obvious that they needed it to differentiate the Socialist Legal Family from religious legal systems, such as Islamic law. We have expressed, above, our scepticism about this criterion; nonetheless it is still worthwhile to address it, especially if we give ideology a broad meaning capable of encompassing all extra-legal phenomena of a superstructural nature which can impact upon the actual functioning of the juridical in all its facets. In this context, the recently identified differences in approaching national sovereignty and constitutionalism in our region could come into play as differentiating factors.
70 Likewise, the presence of ideological projects opponent to Western European demo-liberal consensus, such as republicanism, could be taken into account.
71 Furthermore, if we agree that law is part of culture (of a culture of a given society or region), and that the culture which surrounds the law impacts upon the law's interpretation and application, 72 then the undoubtable cultural differences between Central Europe and Western Europe also militate in favour of speaking of a Central European Legal Family, based on Central European culture. Of course, both the matters of ideology and culture require a deeper socio-legal and historical research, but the trajectories of development outlined above, coupled with current trends in this sphere could be moulded into an argument aimed at claiming Central Europe's difference from the West. 
III. EXCURSUS: LEGAL LANGUAGE AND LEGAL CULTURE IN CENTRAL EUROPE
Once we have addressed the possibility of positing a Central European Legal Family, one cannot escape the problem of the language in which we are venturing this endeavour -the choice of a particular language is not neutral, it can affect the understanding and conceptualisation of phenomena, including juridical ones. 73 In casu, the present paper is written in English, although it is neither a native nor an official language in any Central or Eastern European country, nor even a language of any of its neighbours. The problem is, however, deeper. Although similar perspectives on some legal issues shared in our region do exist, no general terminology, or general legal language, covering main legal issues has been established. Only after 1991, or more precisely after deepening European integration, have some unification tendencies even begun in legal language. As a modern lingua franca the English language has arisen, shared even between Central European legal scholars. Paradoxically, these unification tendencies in language can affect the emergence of a common legal identity more significantly than the shared experience of socialist law. The pressure on a general language present in European law -albeit not strong and always connected to proclaimed protection of national languages -causes sequential and discreet unification of legal ideas and thought. On the one hand, this process can produce closer cooperation between Central European states, on the other; however, it can produce an indiscriminating system. As Přibáň points out, we should reveal how general language or its formal structures and the apparent impersonality created by language entrenches social and political inequality and unfairness.
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From the standpoint of legal theory developed on the fundamentals of the ideology of 'hyperpositivism', there is one objective universal legallinguistic project which includes the possible language of legal theory. Differences between national languages are not essential. Theoretical terminology tends towards universalisation, which itself tends to have unforeseen global effects. In this vision there is only one picture of law, which claims to provide content for all law in different cultures. In a space where the idea of a Central European Legal Family appears from time to time, such an approach is more and more seductive. Consequently, one has the impression that the single word 'law,' which may be translated into any language, has the same meaning across all languages, as if there were a material, linguistic, and contextual determination to the word. This can be seen in several sources of general jurisprudence and specifically applies to the English language, which is becoming the universal language of Central European legal studies.
The 75 , one might expect they derive inspiration from many sources written in English, irrespective of their context. This discreet language unification can lead to the loss of history or context. The French philosopher Jean Baudrillard argues: 'We require a visible past, a visible continuum, a visible myth of origin, which reassures us about our end.' 76 The past enables us to trace the trajectory of Central European Law. Legal tradition, interpretation, or the practice of law are very closely connected with law's history and its specific meanings. If the past, rooted in the language, will be forgotten, specific patterns of any national law can be forgotten too. As observed by Clifford Geertz, only the mental object capable of being expressed in a universal general language is relevant. 77 The particular world of law is submitted to the universal and globally shared vision of ideal law. The capital gained in Central Europe legal scholars in times of Actually Existing Socialism or subsequent transformation can be wasted. In translation it is "impossible to preserve original meaning without modification." 78 As Walter Benjamin observed, even though there can be the same object in both languages, modes of their intentions will be different. 79 The regulation of (legal) science and criteria of academic excellence may also be influencing factors in this context. In order to meet the quantitative criteria used for various evaluations of research outputs (existing in Central Europe and beyond), one has to publish his or her work in scientific journals, preferably the journals with so-called impact factor. The most significant scholarly publications tend to be American journals. 80 To publish in them, the author has to provide insights into the object of research to American readers. However, it is likely that these readers will not be familiar with either Central European law or the judicial decisions of courts located in Central Europe. It is therefore common to find that authors submitting to such journals focus only on the contexts familiar to reviewers. To secure publication, they have to adapt their use of universal English language when explaining and discussing domestic legal issues. They also have to take into consideration all kinds of possible limitations that may arise due to such translation.
This situation springing from the specific scientometrics used in Central Europe countries 81 can affect the traditional cooperation between traditional partners. Because of similar legal traditions and similar experiences it should be natural to publish academic papers in legal journals in Central Europe. But -e.g. in the Czech Republic -this publication will be 21 Wroclaw Review of Law, Administration & Economics [Vol 6:2 much less evaluated than if were to be published in an English language journal. There is even pressure not to publish in any Central European language because this kind of publication is less evaluated -regardless of the content of the publication. Although the cooperation between scholars is still at a high level, this kind of influence cannot be underestimated. The Central European countries face the threat of loss of their specific legal culture. Hence culture can be understood as a pattern of meanings that have evolved throughout history, i.e. meanings which are included in symbols connected with the means of communication by which people reflect on their life in the broadest sense.
82 Culture links the meanings, language or means of communication, and the way one understands oneself and one's surroundings. Manipulating language may result in changes not only to law as a symbolic system, but also to society. If the legal science (jurisprudence) focuses on general issues and will reflect only global topics, then it is going to lose the ability to define or to operate as a cultural agent. Becoming conscious of this threat should not lead to strict protection of "national culture". It is important to protect pluralism. In these processes of unification, an alternative voice can be irretrievably lost.
CONCLUSIONS: BREAKING AWAY FROM PERIPHERALITY
Peripherality is, with all due respect to the scientific objectivity of the concept, a humiliating condition. To be peripheral means to be subject to the economic, political and -indeed -cultural hegemony of a certain Centre. Central Europe has a long experience of being peripheral, also in legal terms. This experience is being refreshed today, as our region is the subject of an unprecedented influx of legal transfers which are beyond the control of its legislators. Attempts at accommodating them to national legal cultures are, at best, limited to questions of form and decorum, 83 but cannot affect the legal substance. However, what our Central European history definitely teaches us is that no empire is eternal and no domination is beyond resistance. Both in 1918 and 1989 our legal elites were taken by surprise and it took them some time to find themselves in the new situation. In Poland, only in the 1930s a partial national recodification of private law took place. Today, 28 years after the transformation, the 'good old' socialist Civil Code is still in force. 84 True, the legal community is inherently conservative; legal culture has a tendency to lag behind, and especially dogmatic legal science is far from being a critical force, capable of undermining hegemonic narratives. Nonetheless in a world which has lost its illusion of stability and 'end of history', more than ever, Central Europe needs a solid and proper legal identity. We must come to 82 cf Geertz (n 77) 89. 83 An interesting example of such an effort is the recodification of the law of sale in Poland in 2014. Cf Piotr Tereszkiewicz, 'The Reform of Polish Sales Law -Re-implementing the Consumer Sales Directive' (2016) terms both with our legal past -the epoch of domination of foreign empires and the epoch of Actually Existing Socialism -and to critically approach our legal present, looking forward to possible paths of future development. To this end, we need to define ourselves in terms of neighbouring legal families, with their distinct legal identities. On the one hand, we cannot agree to being amalgamated in an unqualified manner with the Romanic and/or Germanic legal family -Central Europe is certainly distinct from Western Europe and its legal families, even if it was (and is again) subjected to the taking in of legal transfers originating from that region. Of course, the gesture of (re-)establishing Central Europe as a legal family is a counter-hegemonic one, and therefore not easy or straightforward to take. Nonetheless, the stakes are high, and they are concerned both with the present and future politicojuridical developments of our region.
On the other hand, we need to come to terms with our selfidentification qua legal family vis-à-vis the Eastern European/Eurasian legal family, which we see as comprising Russia and most of the former Soviet republics, especially those integrating within the Eurasian Economic Community. We do have a partially shared legal past (Socialist Legal Tradition, and earlier Russian Legal Tradition of the imperial period); nonetheless it seems that currently we are different in terms of legal families. If, as we indicated in the introduction, the destruction of the Socialist Legal Family -dite 'dead and buried' -is the founding myth of the legal identity of our region, it will come as no surprise if we posit that the Socialist Family has split into two: the Central European one, and the Eastern European one which, due to its extension beyond the Caucasus and Ural -would be better termed as the Eurasian Legal Family. The latter is distinct from the Oriental Legal Families of China, India and the South-East Asian region, a topic which is beyond the scope of the present paper.
Legal taxonomy is political. This is a fact which we cannot deny, and proposing Central Europe as a sedes of a legal family we are making a conscious move. A move intended to underscore the similarities and common heritage, whilst concealing the differences. And, at the same time, a move distinguishing us from the West and the East, but not closing down channels of juridico-cultural communication. To the contrary, if the last three decades were marked by an unprecedented reception of juridico-cultural transfers from the West, and the previous decades (of Actually Existing Socialism) were marked by the infiltration of Soviet legal ideas, we hope that the selfidentification and self-determination of our legal communities qua Central Europe will be instrumental in promoting a greater equilibrium in the flow of legal ideas within geographical macrospaces.
All in all, certain aspects remain crucial for this task to be accomplished. First of all, we need to come to terms -especially on a scientific plane -with our socialist past. It cannot remain a terra incognita, a blackout' or a 'legal black hole'. We need to evaluate it consciously and critically. The first steps have been made; nonetheless, an objective and balanced reappraisal of the Soviet/socialist legal past and its impact upon the present is still a task to be accomplished. Secondly, our legal science needs to analyse and explain the constitutional specificities of our region. Without the intent of evaluating or taking sides, we cannot deny that our traditions with that regard differentiate us from neighbouring legal families. The wholesale reception of (continental) Western European models after 1989 can no longer be seen as unproblematic. Again, certain research projects are making the first steps towards interpreting and explaining those tendencies in a scientific way, but at the same time there is a long way to go, and the dynamic of the phenomena under scrutiny poses an additional challenge to the scientific eye.
Thirdly, our methodological identity. Can Central (and Eastern) Europe escape from the trap of peripheral imitation? Is our juridicotheoretical imaginarium destined to persist as a receptacle for foreign ideas, mainly from the Anglo-American and Germanic worlds, or can we become a metatheoretically self-supporting scientific community? To date, most legal currents in theory and sociology of law have been imitative, or -at bestcreatively interpretive of intellectual transfers. Even critical legal scholarslike the authors of the present paper -are, more or less correctly, being accused of transferring Western ideas into the Central European legal space, perhaps even in an untimely fashion.
85 From a Polish perspective, the most original development in legal theory, to date, has been Artur Kozak with his famous project of juriscentrism, the most significant novelty originating in our part of Europe since the times of Leon Petrażycki and Eugen Ehrlich. Definitely, such examples of original Central and Eastern European legal thought need to be studied and promoted.
Fourthly and finally, the question of language. In Central Europe we are, unfortunately, blessed with the 'tower of Babel' syndrome. Our languages belong to four different families (Slavic, Romanic, Baltic, UgroFinish) and we have been subject to various linguistic hegemonies in the past and in the present. As we have pointed out, the use of a specific language in legal science, especially if it is heavily laden with semantic connotations (as English or German or French inevitably are), implies the extension of a given hegemonic discourse. Even the present paper -however critical it may be of the hegemony of legal English -has been written and published in English, although it is neither a language of any CEE country, nor of its direct neighbours. As a way out of this linguistic-political conundrum we can only propose a pluralistic approach, whereby a variety of languages are used concurrently in the scientific discourse. Patently, a domination of English alone is adverse to our critical and scientific agenda in Central Europe.
We can only hope that Central Europe (or 'Central and Eastern Europe', as the case may be) will become a permanent and solid concept on the socially constructed map of legal geography. Its place between Western Europe, on the one hand, and Eastern Europe/Eurasia on the other, requires a high degree of self-identification and self-consciousness, both in terms of legal identity and legal tradition. We consider the discourse of the Central European Legal Family as a strategically counter-hegemonic one, aimed at reconfiguring the perception of the legal field in our part of the world with view to countering its persistent peripherality. To put it in Lacanian terms, we want to liberate ourselves from the orientalising gaze of the Western big Other, breaking away from the Symbolic order in which we occupy an always 2016] CARVING OUT CENTRAL EUROPE AS A SPACE OF LEGAL CULTURE: A WAY OUT OF PERIPHERALITY? 24 already peripheral position. Efforts towards the accomplishment of this daunting task have begun, 86 but we hope that it only the beginning of a new intellectual tide.
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